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Factors, that 1983 National Merit atid National 
Achievement Semifinalists in Maryland felt influenced their college 
choice were studied. The 143 survey respondents were asked to' 
indicaJ^B how important 22 factors were in ^the selection of a college. 
The factors covered items dealing with t)ie characteristics of the 
college, efforts by the institution to qontact students, and 
influential persons in the lives of the students. ^Respondents were 
also asked to estimate the proportion oi.. first-year college costs 
(tuition and fees, room and board) that-^would be covered by the 
financial aid package offered by their cbllege. The reasons that 
appeared to be instriiroental in attracting- the greatest number of 
students were related to perceived strengths of the institution and 
how well the institution serves its graduates. The following reasons 
were cited most jfreguently (in ascending order of frequency): the 
overall reputation of the school, the attractiveness of the program; 
in the students major, the success of the graduates in finding a 
job or getting into graduate or professional school, and the .quality 
of the student body at the institution . Data are included on the . 
responses of students who chose publi^ and private colleges and those 
of students who went to out-of-state schools . In addition, students* 
reasons were compared J^y sex and race. (SW) " ' ^ ^ 
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Factors Contributing to the Posftsecondary:^ Enrollment Decisions of 
Iferyland National Merit and National Achtidvement Semifinalists 

Michael J. Keller and Mary P» >fcKeovm 
Maryland StaH^e Board for Higher Education 

For many colleges and universities, the problems of enrollment 
management brought on by anticipated declines ih the number of youth 18 
to 25 years old are overshadowed by the prospect of an even steeper 
drop in the supply of academically, talented high school graduates. The 
number of students v*io scored 650 or higher on the verbal section of 
th6 Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) fell by almost half since 1972, and 
the nuirtjer who scored in this range on the math section of the SAT.^ 
declined by nearly a fourth. Demand for ^his^dwind ling pool of top 
high school graduates has fueled keen competition among institutions 
similar in spirit, ^ if not intensity, to: the effort to reoruit quality 
athletes.'' Colleges that do otherwise risk. losing their best prospects. 
Scholastically gifted students generally begin the application -process 
before th^ir high school contemporaries, consider a wider range of in- 
stitutions, and ' make their selections at an earlier date (Litten, 
1982). ' * > . 

A college's skill in wooing top students is important, since the 

•» ■ . ■ 

reputation of an institution is based in part on the college 's ability 
to attract undergraduates with strong scholastic credentials. One of 
the traditional indicators of institutional quality has been student 
body calibre, and quality assessment studies dope, in recent years have 
eophasized the qualifications of entering freshmen. 



Hence, many schools have initiated speeiiaj high 
ability students, offering lucrative merit jsQhjolar ships ^ and providing 
prospective new students with celebrity-i-style trips to the canpus* 
However, no evidence has been advanced to demonstrate that such .;stra tie - 
gies are effective in attracting stud ottS with outstanding records'. 



Because of the expoise irivcjl^ed in these recruit*ing canpaigns^ J^nd the 
diversion of financial fUnds ft?om need-based awards/ college 

administrators would' beh§||t ;^ro^ were .„>fflost. 

: important in the dedisioys of high " ability students tx) select 
particular, colleges. Especially helpful to administrators ahd others 
involved in policy decisions j regarding student financial aid-programs 
would be .a determination of the considerations that mot'ivSited students 
to attend a public rather than a private institution, or an in-state 
college rather than an out-of-state school. 

IQiowledge of the extent to which various types of academically 
bright students, are dependent on or influenced by financial aid 
packages would be helpful to institutions in setting priorities for the 
distribution of these furiis. Indeed the director of the Washington 
office of the Co llisge Board has condemned the practice of merit awards 
•to high . ability students because scarce financial aid flinds would be 
^' "siphoned off" of need*-based assistance ( Washington Post , 198U). 

The objective of this study was to identify the factors that 
1983 National Merit 4nd National Achie^fement Semifinalists in ^feryland 
felt influenced t;|i;|l^Ulection of a college or uriiversity. J^gpJ^ 
to a sui'v% of ^4l'yland''s 1983 National Merit and Natioral^^aHH 



Semifina lists were ar;|Llyzed -both on the basis .of the ove^ll findings 
and on the basis of .the type-<priva'tfe^ or public) arid looatioh-UC in-state 
or 6tit-of-state) crf^he institution selected by the student,^ /the size 
of the financial aid package received by th^** students, and. the sex 
and race of J;he students. National Menit- an(!h' National Aphievement 
Semifinalists were-.targeted in this analysis bec^^use these students are 
a highly visible source of talented high school students and* co^ rise .a 
'groifl> eagerly sought by colleges.' . ^' . * / 

. ' While extensive laminations of the r^ksons> why students attend 
or do not attend college have-been made, less attention has been given 
to the reasons .high' school seniors have f9r" selecting a particular 
^school (S.ee ^feguire, ^-1981, f6r exanple).. Noting that little theory 
exists - to guide research- investigations of * college^ choice, Chaptain 
^.(1981-) developed a model which postulatfes that a senior's selection of 
a* post secondary ^institution is influenced by a set of student charac- 
teristics in coni^ihation with extended influences, including the impact 
of significant' persons ( family, friends, and teachers or counselors), 
attributes of the college (location, costsi » campus environment, and 
desired ^Ippgramajll and the school's efforts to communicate with 
prospective . students. Although acknowledging the usefulness of the 
Qiapman model,' Litten (1982) suggested that an understanding of how the 
college selection process differs for various sul^groiips of studGi^ca is 
essentia}. * if administrators are to make economically ciiioiout 
decisions regarding studoit recruitments 



Research on the factors influencing the college choices of academ- 
ically talented high school seniors has b^en even more limited. Hig- 
gins (1982) found differences in the characteristics and higher educa- 
tion choices of 1981 Indiam NatioiHl Merit Scholars and those of other 
college-bound stud«its in' the State. Tiemey (1983) concluded that 
more able students chose more seiective institutions and tended to be 
more concerned with information about, academic programs, less inter- 
ested in canpus appea^mnce, and more sophisticated r^arcling financial 
issues in the choice of a, college than stydents of less ability.' 

Douglas^ Powers, and Qioroszy 0983) reported that the academic quali- 

■ f .. ■ ' 

\ ^ 

ty of an institution vas the most 'in^^ortant feature in attractin^g 

intellectually gifted students. 



Method 



A questionnaire containing a 'list of 22 possible reasons for a 
Hfttudim^s decision to attend /.an institution of higher education was 
developed^ by' the Maryland State Board for Higher Eduction ^^r^ ^^^^ 
study. Validation of the instrument had been conpleted for previous 
studies. Surv^ participants were asked to indicate how important the 
22 factors were in the. choice of a college. The factors covered items 
dealing with the characteristics of the college, efforts by the 
insttjax^on to contact students, and influential persons in the olives 
of the students. It was possible to list a<?d it ional reasons for choos- 
ing an institution, but few respondent's did so. 



'Survey participants .aolso. were asked to approximate the 

proportion' of first- year college costs- ituitiotf and fees, room and 

' ■ * - ' ' • -■- 

board) that would be cbvfered by the finan3«ial * aid package offered b^j, 

' , - ^ ^ ■ ; 

the college they selected. Questionnaires,^ accompan^t^ by a- letter from 
the ^fery land Commissioner of Higher Education, were nailed r-feiy 1 , /19S3 
to all ^ . rbryland high school seniors^ who -v^ re named' 1$83 NatiorBi 

^ferit or fetional Achievement SemifinalL'sts; surveys were s^nt to the 

.fc ■ 

students in care of their high schools.- * The survey was conducted at 

* ' . » ^ • " \ . • ' 

the end of the schools' academiq.year in order to maximize the nunber 

of students who had firm collie plans; however, thia^arrangement • 

precluded a followup mailing. Two questionnaires were , returned as . 

undeliverat)le. Of the remairfing Semi finalists, surv^s were returned 

by 1U3 students for a response 'rate of U3 perc^ent. ^ 



Limitations 



a^Hii^o] 



IWo conditions of the survey a^Jpiportant in the interpreta- 
tion of the results^ First, ^since the study dealt with National Merit * 
and National Achievement Semifinalist s in one year and in one state, 
the findings of the survey are not necessarily representative of all 
academically talented college-bound students. Further, because of the 
relatively low rate of part ic jpat ion in the survey, caution should be 
exercised in gene^raUzing the findijigs to all 1983 ^bry land Merit 
Semi finalists. / 

Nonetheless, the responses to the survey items are 
consist^Qit with responses obtained in studies .conduc ted by the Nkryland 
state Board for Higher Bduc'ation in previous years. In some previous 
years, the response rate was 'higher. In addition, there was 
strong congruQice between the respondent group and all ^983 ^feryland 



SemifinaMsts on the two' chara^ristics r6r vtoich- conpaM^n was 
possible (sex and «ie county of the student hpigh school)/'' Table 1 . 
provides information ori the sex and on. the county of a student's high " 
school for respondents and for all Ifery-land Semifinalists.- The. data 
indicate that women comprise a larger percentage ' of the respond ©its 
than of the total pool'of Semi finalists. By county of residence, the 
respondaits are representative of the* total group of SemifLhalist'S. 

A second possible limitation is that mpiny students may have diffi^L^ 
culty identifying the fkctors that were influential ip^he choice of a 
particular school. The •prc3Hcesa of choosing a college involves nultiple 
considefations, some, of which; may riot be^ reported easily on a 
structured questionnaire. Further," some students may have, used the 
survey to offer rationalizations 'which seemed, a tti»gcrH|vQ for their 
reasons for attendance' at a particular canpus. ^ ^ 

Results ' 

Table 2 disp^lays the percentage of Semifinalists who deemed e^ch 
factor to be very important, somewhat inportant, or not important to' 
^ their decision to attend a particular college or university. The items 
are ranked in order of ^the mean score. The reasons that appeared to be 
Instrumental in attracting the greatest number, of , students were rela^e^i 
to perceived strengths of the institution and how v^ll the to'stitution 
serves its graduates: the overall reputation of the school (75 percent 

r 

rated as 'Very important"), the attractiveness of the program in«^the 



student's major (68^ percent) , the success of the graduates in finding a 
job or getting in t o^g ra <3^at ^^ projfesstonal schpol (5U percjeni;), and 



the quality of the sttidait body at the institution (5U pero^)'. /More 
than forty percea^t of the resporylents emphasized the- appearance or 
atmc^^here of; the carpus and the student/faculty ratio, vAi.ile 39 per- 
cent cited contacts by the college. Religious considerations, having 
ft^iends at the college, or being close to - home were considered ^"not 
impontant" by more than 80 percent of the Semi finalists, v 

^ TaJbles 3, 4, 5 ^^nd 6 present the responses of Semifinalists on the 
basis of the t^e and location of their institution, their sex, alnd 
their race. Statistical comparisons, using the Chi-square test of 
significance; vjere made. The standard 0.05 level of significance was 
used. ' . ' , 

Table 3 displays data comparing the responses o|* students vAio chose 
public and private eolleges. Relatively low costs were more inportant 
to the decisions of Semifinalists who selected a public college or 
university while characteristics of the student body were more integral 
in the choices of ^jidividuals who attended a private institution. MDst 
of the respondents (51 percent) who were enrolling at public colleges 
or universities cited ,low tuition costs'^as a very important, reason for 
their choice- a larger .percentage than any other factor except 
reputation of the school and the quality of the academic program. In 
contra.^t, only six percent of 'the-^ students, selecting a private 
in^itutipn considered tuition expenses to be very important to their 
decisions. Attending college 'close to home and having friends at the 



same college were very iinportanfev'^®^^'^^ more Semifinalists who 
selected pub-lic than private schc^ols, ' 18 percent vs 2 .percent, and 6. 
percent vs 1 percent respectively. 

" On the othQr hand, a gr»eater proportion of the ^mi finalists 
who chose a private college or university deemed the following reasons 
to be very important in their selection of a higher education, 
institution: * ^he quality of the student body (63 percent conpared to 
24 percent), the size Of the student body (U3 percent vs. 6 percent), 
and the stud«it /faculty ratio (47 percent vs. 21 percent) . ^ f 

, A substantial m jority "^(sl percent) of the Semifinalista. v*io went 
out-of-state for postsecondary edacation attended a private institution 
while almost two-thirds (65 peg-cent) of those who remained in bferyland 
enrolled in a public college or university, ^ence, the differences be- 
tween the responses of students who attended an in-state or out-of- 
state institution were similar to those of Semifinalists who selected a 
public or private school respectively. i , 

9 

Table 4 displays data • comparing the responses of students who chose 
Nbrvland and out-of-state institutions. .>Lowei^ tuition costs vere a 
very inportant coil^ideration for ' a lar^r percentage of Semifinalists 
who selected *a ^feryAnd institution than fV^ose who enrolled out-of- 
state (48 percent/vs. . 10 percent). However, attributes of the student 
body were more influential in recruiting students to out-of-state than 
to Nbry land .colleges; a greater proportion of- the Semifinalists who 



J^ft dryland tor their post secondary stt^dies than thoae who attended a 
S^^^',^^^.^"^^^^ rated as .'Very inportaht" the quality of/ the student 
b6d.yX6l percent vs. 19 perceit), the size df%;he student body (36 per- 
c^t vs. 23^percen:t),. and th^ student /faculty ratio (45 t>erc»t vs. 21 
percent). * 'tf - ' * 

^ .iFamiliti-ity with the school was a mqre important consideration 
among Semi finalists- who selected a fferyland rather than an out-of-state 
college or university. * tore than one-fourth (27 percent) of those who 
enrolled in a Ffa^land school 'r^qr ted that they did so largely because 
"th^ knew more about it than other colleges;" in contrast, six percent 
of the students who went ou^-of-tfery land .stressed this reason. Aa might 
be expected^ more of the Semifinalistsi*io selected a Maryland institu- 
tion vere influenced a^pparaitly by the opportunity to attend School 
closer to home (26 percent), vAiile a greater percentage of the students 
who left ^feryland for postseconcjary education (28 percent) indicated 
that living avay ft-om home was a very , important ingredient in their 
choice of a college. . 

Table 5 compares the responses of men and women, vAiile Table 6 
." / , . ' ' 
conpar^s the responses to the survey for Semifinalists who are black or 

white. In general, there were few striking differemfis t)etween 'the 
respofises of men ar^d women, and between blacks and whites. A larger 
percentage of women than men Semifinalists^cited parental influence and 
familiarity with their institution as very inportant reasons for selec- 
ting their e'^^ege. • A gneater proportion of black than white Semifina- 
lists (^ percait vs. 29 percait) su^e^ed that a better financial aid 
offer was a very important factor ^In their determination of a school. 



' • . > -ia- .■ . : 

.Except for blacrtcs and whites, no sferf€ls tic ally significant differ- 
enses between the responses- of Semifinalistsl)y subgroup with , regard to 
the iHiportance of a financial aid offer were found. . However, students 

' enrolling at public and ^feryland institutions placed markedly greater 
enpha^is on* lower tuition costs and 29 percent of the, res^ndents 

. identified their financial aid offer* as a very important. . reason for 

^ their doll,ege decision. ^Consequently , an examination was made of the 
proportion of the Serai finalists* college costs supported by financial 

. assistanbe. Semifinalists were asked to approximate the proportion of 

their fir.st year college costs (tuition, fees, roora-and board) that, 

. ' . •} . . ■■ 

wou*ld, be rriet by the finarfcial aid arrangement -the students had been 
offered by the colleges of their choice. Tables 7 and 8 ^display this 
information. • , 

t The figures in Ikble 7 suggest that high ability students who 

■' ' ■ * 

selected a ifery land or, to a lesser extent, a. public institution, ^ had a 

greater percentage of their freshman year expenses covered by financial 

aid t^han did their counterparts who chose an out-of-state or private 

' schooll Nea-rly half (49 percent)* of the Semifinalists vAio planned to, 

attend ^ a Nkryland college or university reported that their financial 

"'aid package would cover more than half of their co'llege expenses, 

conpared to 34 p6rc^nt for out;-* f-state. ^u dents (x =. .86.5 1 ,^ p<.001 ) . 



V 



Nearly one out of every five, students a tricing a Nhryland college and 
about one-fourth 'Of the Semifinaiists ' who were enrolling at a public 
instibution indicated th^t ail of their college costs would* be met by 
f inane ia l^a ss is ta nc e. 



erJc . 
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Mthough ho significant, differences on th« basis of sex were found, 

■ V- . ' ' 

wmen had' a slightly larger prop^ort ion of their educatioml ©cpenses 

* fc ■ * • 

3upported by financial assistance. A. sharper distinction existed 
between blacks and whites: most blacks (51 percent) reported that more 
than half ' of their freshman year expenses were met by fLnanclal aid, 
.conpared to 36 percent among whites ( x = p<.001). 

It might be expected that Semi finalists whose college expenses were- 
reduced substantially by financial assistance would be more attracted 
to an institution by its aid offer or by lower tuition. The data in 
Table 9 suggest that this may have been partly true. Those students 
who were receiving large amounts, proportionally, of fi^nclal assist- 
ance tended to consider their aid package a key determinant of their 
^college choice. An overwhelming majority (85 percent) of the SemifLna- 
lists viiose aid met miore-^than 25 percent of their" educational expenses 
cited a better financial ' assistance offer as a very important reason 
for selecting a school. In contrast, only 11 percent of the students 

whose aid covered 25 percoit or less of their first-year costs consid- 

2 

ered. a financial aid offer to be very Important (x = 59.35, p.<;001)... 
However, virtually no (difference between the amount , of financial aid 
Semifinalists received and the importance th^ placed on lower tuition 
was reported. . 

- ' . 1 



Discussion . * 

The results of this* stucjy may assist college of^cials in 

mapping strategies to attract high ability students. The implications 

■ . ' .... . t . 

of. the findings for ^fery land's post secondary institutions are 

• ' ' ' * 

particularly great. bfery land's colleges a rxi- universities, especially 

those in the public sector, have had difficulty attracting academically 

talented students, as evidenced by the migration of National Msrit and 

National Achievement Semifinalists to • out-of-state schools. ' These 

youths are not replaced in Nfaryland colleges by>^ high ability students 

ftr'om other states. 

Although. this study deals exclusively with ^feryland^ students, s its^ 

findings are generally consistent with other research on the college 

Choices of scholastically gifted students. The surv^ responses 

confirm the wisdom of Litten's contention that, institutions need to 

apply market segmentation principles to their student recruitment 

activities. The reasons that seniors gave for selecting a private or 

public institution show that a' uniform strategy for attracting National 

Merit or Natioral Achievement^ Semifinalists may not be adequate. 

Institutions need to tailor their efforts ^to fit the type of school 

they represent and the kind of student th^ se^ to enroll. The 

results of this study^ suggest several actions college administrators 

might consider. — 

""First, keeping tuition and other fees low may be «an effecti,ve 

strategy for public col l^^es and universities in preventing an exodus 

of highly talented students to private schools. While "lower tuition 

costs" was a very important ^factor for 18 percent of all Semifinalists, 



it was a very ipiportant reason for a majority of those who selected a 

public institution. The lure of a less expensive education may be one 

of the more effective recruiting tools officials at public colleges and 

" , *■ .•• ' ■*' • " ' " " .■ * % 

universities have in conp'eting for highly talented students. Surveys 

of entering freshmen by th'e Cooperative Institution Itesearch Program 

(Astin, 1983) show that, since 1974,' there'^has been arl increase in the 

percentage of first year students v^o planned to reside with their par- 

,ents while attending college. This may indicate that, an increasing 

proportion of students either want to, or have to commute to college to 

avoid room and bo^rd fees and reduce educational costs. ^ Hetice, many 

Italen ted students, may be attracted to institutions where students feel 

they can earn a degree more cheaply than at a private, more prestigious 

institution a^^r^ih|j:er distance from their -home. With college expenses 

likely to continue to rise, a public, in-state school may be an 

appealing bargain for many scholastically 'gifted . students. 

Second, private institutions may be able to increase their 
attractiveness to academically talented students by sustaining their 
selectivity, remaining as small as possible, and providing anple . 
opportunity for personal contact with faculty and staff. The survey 
learned that the quality and size of the student body and the 
student/faculty ratio were considerably more instrumental in recruiting 
Semifinalists to private €jian to public institutions. 

This finding ,.has important iiBplications for enrollment 
managemoit at private idchools at ,a time Uhen the pool of college age 
youth is expected to decline. ' -Private institutions vAiich attenpt to 




4 ■ . 
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bolster their enrollment by lowering admission standards risk losing 
high ability students who prefer to attend a college or university that 
has denandihg entrance requirements. An effective recruiting strategy 
for.jjriv^te institutions might include the creation of an honors' pro- 
gram open oaly to top students and featuring small classes and indepen-^ 
dent ^€y,^S^ 

Third, except for black students and Semifinalist s with monetary 
needs, a more attractive financial award may. be less inportant to aca- 
dem'ic^ily talented students than many other factors in selecting a col- 
lege. Nearly half p if the Seraifinalists surveyed (48 percent) rated a 



etteV financialr'Vldn^ffef' as not important to their decision to select 



a particular coil^^'i . less than 30 percent deemed it very important. 

: • ■ ' , ^^^•'^■■ 




Financial assiit^jpe may not be as strong a concern amDng Semifin- 
alisii thdttl'other'^ students because of the relative affluence of their 
^^^^iies.^^^^ highest level of education achieved by parents is^ good 
jS^feasar^ oT a family's socioeconomic status, and a large majority of 
' both the fajsKers ahd mothers of the survey ^'egpondents (86 percent and 
siEi€n»^ respect iVely) were reported to have conpleted at least a 

v^-j^t. • ^.^ ' .. ; ; . 

^diggree^, Higgins (1982) found that most of Indiana's merit 

■h 

^pQm high income families. 
Lndings suggest that both public and private colleges 
consTder whether merit scholarships, strictly unrelated to need, 
eost-effective ways of wooing talented high school graduates. In 
this light, administrators at public colleges and at their controlling 
and coordinating boards need to balance carefully the. twin goals of 
auality and "^access in distributing limited institution-based aid. To 
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ease this. dilemma, campus and state higher education officials could 
try to persuade legislators to establish speoial scholarships for stu- 
dents With both strong scholastic credeitials and financial need. 

Officials at private institutions need to determine whi^ther stu- 
dents going to a prestigious school select the college because it is a 
prestigious school 7 regardless of vAiether they receive money. 
Nonetheless, institutions involved in the fierce competition for. top 
black students need to keep in mind that bl^ck Semifinalists were 
apparently more influejiced in their choice of a * college by a better 
financial aid award, than were other Semifinalists. Hence, soh 00 Is that 
offer special scholarships aimed at minority students might find ^this 
an effective technique in attracting talai ted |>lack seniors to their 
campus. ^ ^- ' y - ' 

Finally, both public and prlvatdjjtnstitutions should eirphasize in 



their admission literature and in discussions with prospective students 
the programs a.t their school, particularly those in academic areas in 
which the collie Is most respected. , This wcfg^ld be an. appropriate, 
approach in light of the finding that, for e\^ery group of Semifinalists 
in the sulTvey, the overall r^utation of the ingrt>itution and the 
quality of the program in the student's ihtende^ major were 
instrnmoital in attracting high school seniors to a canpus. Although 
administrators will risk being ac'cused of favoritism if they try to 
"sell" particular programs to talented students, the results of this 
study suggest that this approach mky be a more^ effective recruitment 
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technique ^^>fehan talking more generally about the institution. , In any 
case, the practice of arranging meet irigs bet weeo promising students and 
faculty In the academic department of ^.th^/student's choice should be 
encouraged. ' * - ^ ' . 

Colleges also cc^ld consider conducting follow-up studies of 
recent graduates to determine their success in finding enployment or 
continuing their education. MDst oft iSi^e Semifina lists surveyed rated 

. • . 1 I • • , 

as very' inportant. in their collie deci^ioh the experience of graduates 
in getting a job or gaining ,ad miss io^h yx^ graduate, or professional 
school, and favorable information about\ these matters would be a 
valuable resource for admission officials. ^ 

Conclusion 

This paper has reported -^aptii the factors thni- oortant 
to Nation-^ Msrit and National Achievement Serpi finalists in ^feryland in 
their selection of a postsecondary educational institution. The 
re^onses showed that college^ of ficials involved in the recruitmolt of 



academically gifted students migRt be more successful in their 
recruitment efforts by remembering the type of institution they 
represent as well as the attributes of the seniors they seek to 
attract. The reasons Semifinalists gave for choosing a college varied 
on the basis of these two factors* TiAtion costs,' financial aid 
offers, the size and quality of the student body, and the proximity of 
the institution to home were more important* to some groups of 
Semifinalists than others iri the choice of a college. , 
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Expandinig this study ,to^ include Semifinalists from a variety 
of States would enhance the reliability of the findings and provide a 
larger nunb^r of respondents "for conducting detailed analyses of groUp 
differences. \ This might be a fruitful area of inquiry for future 
research. 

In any case, the results of this survey suggest that-perh^s 
the most effective strategy that institutions could inplement to 
increase their share of the pool of academically talented'' high school 
seniors wouJ.d be to enpha size the /r^utation of their canpus and the 

quality of the programs and services pr<5Vided. A quiet demonstration, 

I, 

through admission literature and informal canpus visits, Ox the 
academic strengths of a college may- be a |pore effective way of 
recruiting acad'emic superstars than whirlwind tours, extensive 
prx>raotional canpaigns, or even lucrative financial aid packages. 



Table 1 

Comparison of ' Selected Characteristics, of Survey. Respondents and all Semi finalists 



Charactieristic 



Respondent 
Group . 
'(N=147) 



. All 

Semi finalists 
(N=344) 



Sex 



Male , 
Female 



54% 
46 



59% 
41 



County or City. of High School 
Montgomery 

Baltimore (City and County) 
Howard 

Prince George's 
Anne Arundel ' 
Harford 
Charles 
^ St. Mary' s , 

Washington ^ - « 

Wicomico . *^ 

Other 



46 ^ 
23 
,12 
8 
3 
3 
1 
1 
1 
1 



47 c 
24 

9 

8 

3 

2 

■k 

1 
1 
1 

4 



* Less than 0.5 percent 
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Table 2 * ^ 

Percentage of Semifinalists Who Rated Certain Factors as Being Very , 
Important to their Decision to Attend a: Post secondary Institution 



. Overall reputation of the college 
.Had a superior p^rogram in your major • 
Attracted by the quc^iity^of the stjdent 
* body 

Graduates h: ve reputation for success 

in find-Lng a job" or getting into 

graduate/professional sch9ol 
Impressed by the appearance 

atmosphere Of the campus , - 

Good student/faculty ratio 
Contacts by the school made a good 

impression > 
Social life at the college 
The size of the student body not too 

large . , 
Special programs for. academically 

talesnted students 
t^anted to I'ive away from home 
Be^it^er financial assistance offered ' 
' ftad a good graduate program in your 

y intended major 
JCnew more about i^ than other colleges 
Parents (s) felt it was the best choice 
Wanted to go to .school in the area 

school is. located, 
TuitionAcosts are. less - 
Friends'^ recommended it ^ 
Teacher or counselor recommended 4t; 
Wanted to attend college elope ,to"home 
Have friends attending the college 
Religious .considerations 



/ Very ^ V 
^. Iinpbrtgnt 

75% 

68 . 

54 



54 

46 
41 

39 
25 

34 

30 
24 
29 

23 
10 
12 

13 
18 
6 
5 
6 
2 
4 



SomeV^hat 
Important 

23% 
26 

J 40 



30 

41 
41 

41" 
55 

32 

34 

45- 

23 

25 
49 
44 

35 

21 

26' 

29 

13 

18 

12 



Not 



Mean 
Score 







;2% 


2.73 


6 


2.62 


7 


2.47 


15 


2 . 39 


if 


2.33 


18 


2.23 


20 


' 2 .19 


20 


, 2 . 06 


35 .- 


1 . 99 




1 . 93 


31 


1.93 


48 . . ' 


' 1 . 82^ 


53 . 


1.70. 


41 . 


■ 1-^9 


44 


1.68 


53 


1.60 


61 


1.57 


67 


1.39; 


66 


1.39 


81 


1.24 


80 


1.22 


84 


1.21 



Mean Score: 3 = Very Important, 2 = Somewhat Important , 1= Not Important 



'I 



22 
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\ '^'^ • \ Table 3 ^ ' ■ ' 

Importance of Certain Factors to the Decision of ' Semif inalists to Attend a 
College or University (By Type of, Institution) 




Overall reputation of the college 
Had a superior program in your 

intfended major 
Better financial assistance offered 
Wanted to live aw^y from home ^ 
Attracted b^^ t'he quality of the . \ 

student body - ' ' 

Parents feeT it was t^he best choice 
Wanted to attend college close to .home 
Have friends attending the college 
Tuition costs are less ^ ^ 

Teacher or counselor recommerfc^ed it 
Knew mol*e about it thanx^ther Colleges 
Wanted to go 'to school in the area in 

which the school is located 
Friends recommended it ' 
Special programs for academically 

talented students 
The size of the student body not' too 

large ^ 
Contacts by the school made a good impression 
Had a good graduate program in yotir intended 

major * ' ' 

Religious considerations 

Iippressed ,by the appearance or atmosphere 

-of the campus ^ 
Graduates , have reputation for success in 
finding a job/or getting into - graduate/ 
prof ^ssional. School 
. Social. life at/ the college 
Good student/faculty ratio 



Public (N=35) 



Very Important 

69% 

73 
36 

27 , 

24 

18 

6 ■ 
51 

6- 
18 

22 
12 

27 

6 . 

35 

15 

3 , 

42 



42 
29 
-21 



Private (N^104) 



Mean^ Score: 3 == Very Important, 2 = Somewhat Important,* 1 = Not Important 



Mean 




% ■ 


Mean " . . 


: Score 


Verv 


Important 


^ Score 


2. -69 




77% 


2.74 • 

' ' ■'■ (> 


2.61 
1.91 




66 - 
27 

> 


2-62 ^ ■ 
1.11 


1 .94 




23 


1 .92 


2.03 




63 . , 


2.60*** 


* 1 . 67 




13 • 


1.69 


1.^1 . 




2 


1.13***; 


1.47 




1 


1.15** • 


. 2.29 




6 . . 


. 1.-31*** 


1.38'. 




5 


1.42 


' 1.97 




7 • ^ 

\ 


1.60* , 


1.69 




10 


1.60 


1.42 




5 


1, 39 


2.06 




31 


r.87*' 


1.33 




43 


. 2.20**. " 


' -2.15 




42 


* 2.22 


1.71 




25 , 


1.69* 


1.19 




4' 


1.21 


2.27 




48 


2.35 


2.21 




57 ^ / 


^.43 


\ 2.11 




■ 24 ■ : 


. 2.05 


^ 1.82 




47 


2.35***' 


Not Important' v 




I- 



* - % p < . 05 
**; p 5''. t)l 
p x.'-.O0l 



23 



ERIC 
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.. Table 4 • ,. ' ^ , 

Importance^ of Certain Factors to the Decision of Semif inaliats to Attend a" 



College or Uaiversity- (By Location of Institution) 



Out-df 
state" 



(N=112). 



Maryland (N=-2 7^ 



Overall reputatiojuof the college 
Had a superior progra^ in your ^ 

intended major <. . 

Better financial assistance offered 
Wanted to live away from home 
Attraicted by .the 'quality of the 

stdd^nt body 
Parents felt ^t was the best choice ' , 
.y/ahted to httend college close to home 
Have friends attending the college 
■Tuitidn costs are less • — 
■Teacher or counselor recommended it 
Knew nip re about iti> than other colleges 
' Warvted to go to schpol in the area in 

which the school Is located ^ 
Friends re'cdmmended it ' 
Special programs for ■ academically 

talented students 
The size of the student body 

not too large - 
Contacts by the school made a good 

impression 
Had a good graduate program in your 
, intended major ^ \ 

Religious considerations 
Impressed. by the appearance or 

atmosphere of the* campus ■ 
Graduates have reputation for ^ 

success in finding a job or 

getting into graduate/professional 

school 

Social life at the college 
Good faculty/student ratio 



, % 


Mean 


% 


Mean 


Very Important 


»Score 


Very Jmpbrtant 


Score ' 




2.74 . 


67% 


2.67 • 


^ /' 






'65 


2.59 


81^ 


2.73 


28 • 


1.78 


36 


1^2 ^ 


^ 28. . 


2.02 ' 


7, ■ 


1.56* 


,61 


2.59 


19' 


1.92*** • 


13 


l.,71 ^ 


*12 


1.56 


. 1 


1.10 


26' • ' 


1.82*** *- 


2 : " 


1.19 . 


4 


1.41 


.10 


1.42 


48 - ' ' 


2.15**-* :^ 


4 : 


1.37 


: v f2 • 


1.56 


6 


1.62 


. 27 


2.00** 


11; 


l;63 


19. 


1.58 v.^ 


\ '7.' 


1.41 


8 


1.36 


31 


1.90 ■ 


23 * 


2.00* 


36 


2.08 


; "23 • 


1^62** 


41 


2.19 


37 


2.26 


22 


1,66 


22 - 


^1.85 


4 / 


1.21 




^1.19 




2.37^. 


, 31 : 


2.15 


56 >' 


2.39 




2.31 


28 


2.11 


12 


1.89 


45 


2.29 


21 : 


1.88* 











Mean Score ; 



.3 = 



Very Important, 2 = Somewhat Important, 1 = Nbt important 



*^ p <..05 
** -p ' < .01 
*** p V < .001 
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Importance of Certain -Factors to 



College 



or 



Table 5 , ^ ' 

the Decision of Semif inalists to Attend" a 
University ' (By Sex) . . 



Male : (N^^.?^) 



Female ^N=^7) 



%^ " * Mean ,• % ^ Mean 

Very Importfant Score Very Import:ant ^" Score 



Ovetall reputataon of the college . 
Had a supetior program in your 
. intended major 

Better financial assistance' offered 
Wanted to live away from home • 
Attracted* by the quality of the , 

.student body * , , - 

Parents felt it was the best choice 
Wanted^to attend college close to home 
Have friends attendiTig the college 
Tui-tion costs are less 
Teacher or Counselor Reaommended i?t 
Knew morfe about it than other colleges 
Wanted .to go to school in the area in 
^* which the school is located 
Friends recommended it . 
Special programs for aca'demically 
; talented students 

The ^ize of the student body not too 
large 

Contacts by the school made a good 

impression 
Had a good graduate program in your 

intended major 
Religi9us considerations 
Impressed by the appearance or 

atmosphere Qf the campus 
Graduates have reputation for success 

in finding a job or getting into 

graduate/professional school 
Social life at the college 
Good student/faculty ratio 



76% 


2.73 


62, ' V. . 


2.57 


28 


1.74 


30 . 


1 - 97 


■ 54 ■ 


2.45 


4 . — 


1.49 


1 *-21 


-o' 


1 . 15 


±7 ' 


1 . 50 


J 


1. JU 


.5 


1. 55 


V ^ 

18 


1.67 


4 


1. 36 


29 


1.90 


29 


1.95 


39 


2.23 


20 


1.61 


4 


1.18 


47-^ 


2.33 


55 ^ 


2.40 


26 " 


2.08 


39 


2.21 



74% 

76^ 
31 
18* 

54 
17 

8 

19 ' 
8 

♦ 

6 
9 

31 

39 

39 

26 
5 

45 



54. 

25 

43 



2.72 

2.70 
1.'92 
1.8;9;. 

2.49 / 

1.91*** 

1.28 

1:36 

1.67 

,1.49 

1.86* 



1.53 
1.44 



1.98-^1 

2.02 

2 . 14 • 

1.79 
1.24 

2-32 



.2. 37 
2.03 

2:;55 



Mean Score: 3 = Very Important # 2 = Somewhat, Important, 1 = Not Important 

*p' < .05 . . ^ 

***p <,.001 
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Table 6 - , ... 

Importance of Certain Factors to the Decision of Semif inalists to Attend 

A College or University (By Race) . ' - r 



White *(N=102) 



Very 



'Important 



Black J (N=26y 



Mean > %" ' ^ ■ Mean. 

Score Very Important Sodre - 




Overall reputation of'.the college 
Ha4 a superior progrcttn in yQiJLr 

^intended major 
Better financial' assistance offe^d'^i' 
Wanted to live ^way from hbme . 
Attracted by -the, quality -Af., v. V«. l 

student body * <^ ' ^ jrf^ 
Parents felt it was the ^b^l^ 

■ K ■ _ . ■•■V .-'1 

Wanted to attend college 
Have friends attendingv-^tipfe^c 
Tuition costs 'are Ifes-s 
Teacher or* Counselor r'ecpynj.er^ 
Knew more about it than other ^coll 
Wanted to go to school' iri' the^' area^Jlti 

which the school f s located' 
Friends recommended . it ^i* 
;Special programs for ;^ca^J^^^^Ji54.^ 

talented students" ^ V *^*:' *y 
The Size of the studenttb^y\'Jj^<^ .^^ 
^ large ■ ' \ - r ^^Hf/^^ 
Contacts by the school' ipade^^ good f .i*' 

impressio'n ' .^^ 
Had a good graduate ^ program -in, youif,; 

intended major . 
Religious . consideratipns . 
Impressed, by tl^e appearance or " 

atmosphe re of th^ " c ampus / , ; 

Graduates have reputation for success': 

in finding ^ j o B o r g e 1 1 in g^ iry^o X r i-\ 

graduate/px^of essional schfxji • '\ 
social life ^a't 'th^ cpllege^^ '>g^^ ' \ 
Good student/ faculty ratio ^ 



Mean Score: 3 = Very Important, 2 = Somiewhat Importan 

**p < .01- . - ' -^^^ '^ 'i .'•>• ■ 



/ D ^ 


Z • / J 


bU'c 


. • 4 . bU • 






oo . 




29 


1.75 . 


^4 


" 2.24** 


<■ 


J. • y b 




. 1 . 92 


56 - 


.2.50 


44 


' 2.32^\^^; 




1 • 




i . 7b 


8 


» 1.27^ • 






2' . 




■ 6-.,. ' 


1.23 


18 * * 


1.54' 




• 1.85 . 




- ' 1.37" 




1-44 


9 


1,70 


20' . 


1^80 • 


14 


1.62 


8 


" -■■ f ^ y ' ' ■ 
1.52 ^ 


8 


1.42 


0 ; 


" ,,-1.24. 


28 


1.95 


• 32 


" • 1^96 


33 . ■' 


1.99 ' 


32- 


1.88*. 


36 


2.16 


^8 


^, 2.36- ' 


19 


1. 52 ' 


' 31 


1-85 . 


; 5 . 


1.23 


■z ' 4 . ■ ; • 


1.20- 


50 


.2.35^ ; ' " 


- ■ 36; 


, 2;24 

' , ' • ■ 




2.15 


" • 56 




27 ' ^ 


V^'.- 2/04 


27 


^ 2.23 


41 


2.24 


^4 ' , 


• '2^28- 

. . ■' '• ' -f ' ' . 












'N&^g5.mportant 
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Tabl^. 7,. f&J^^SJsSl^^^ the IxDcatiorf an^ Type ojE Institution geleated by 

;« . S^^f i'l^^ the Percentage of ,t^eir t'irst-Year Educ5ti5nal Costs 

cial Aid Package • . , ' ' " ' 



*^'^^I^V" , .'^ ' - 0-25^ 2^-50% 51-75% . 76-99%. 100% 



Out-of-Sta'te (N=ll?) 53%. ^ 12% . 13% ' 12^" 9%, 

Maryland* (N=27,) ^ 2 ' .15% ' ^ 15%* ' ' 19% 



Type 

Ptolic (N=35) ■ ' 47% ^ \ 9% ' 12% 9% 24% 

P:rtiLyate. (N=104) 52% ' . 13% 14% 14% 6% 



X Table 8.' Relationship Between Sex and Race of Semitiftialists i^and the Percentage 

of . their First-Year *Eduqational Costs Covered by Financial Aid Package 

. ■ ■ ■■■ ""-■':'■:). . - ' • . V ■ • ■ 

' \ > . • 0-25% 26-50% '51t75% 76-99% 100% 

■ ' V .-. : — T : T- 

Sex> . ^ • - ■ . ■ ^- ' 
^ ■■ ^-'^ " ■ / ■ 

:Male fN^79) .* ' ■ 53%' ' 14% . .14% ^ 13% 7%, 

"Female (N=67> - • • ^ 43% , 10% f . ^ d3% 13% 16%,. 



' \ Race 



White ^1^=102)^ - 53% 13% • 12% 13% 11% 



BlackflN=26)^ 39% . 9% * 17% ; , 17% ' ' 3l7% 
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'Table 9 



Ifelatiojiship Between the Importance oftifeuition and Financial Aid to College 
Choice and the Percentage of First-YdB^Educatidnal .Costs Covered -by tt^g? 

• Financial^Aid Package . . 



^ Percentage , of Cost Covered 



0% - 25% 26% or Higher 

(N = 59) (N = 661 



% Very . Mean . .% Very Mean 

Important * Score Important Score 



Better financial 

assistance offered 11% 1.35 

Tuition 'costs are less ' ■ * ^-58 

Mean Score: 3 = Very Important, 2 = Somewhat ImpQrtant> 1 = Not Important 

***p < .001 ' " 



85% 2.80*** 
X9% 1.58 
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